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ABSTRACT

Something to Fear: Perception of Defining Characteristics of Animals, Evaluation of Animals,
and the Moderating Role of Speciesism (May 2015)

Allison Elaine Waters, Bachelors in Fine Arts, Texas A&M International University;
Chair of Committee: Dr. Mónica Muñoz

Speciesism, a form of prejudice wherein a person gives or takes value away from an organism
based upon how he or she categorizes living things, is most likely a form of flexible evolutionary
adaptation. However, with increasing awareness of humanity's impact on the environment and
growing morality, speciesism is increasingly becoming a disadvantage. Speciesism can be
reflected in actions from unethical breeding habits to outright attacks on certain animals. The
purpose of this study was to examine if altering the physical appearance of animals affects the
person's attitudes towards those animals.

It was hypothesized that altering physical

characteristics of some animals would increase attractiveness of the animals and this effect
would be moderated by speciesism. Fifty-six university students were asked to rate each of a
series of 20 animal images to measure their specific animal attitudes, defined as their evaluation
of the appearance, predicted behavior, and threat potential of those animals. The control group
(Condition 1) evaluated 9 unaltered animal images and the experimental group (Condition 2)
evaluated the altered versions of those images.

Speciesism was measured as a potential

moderator of altering the image. Hierarchical regression showed altering the image to be a
significant predictor (β = -.271, p = .043) of attitudes. Speciesism, however, was neither a
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significant predictor by itself (β = -.144, p = .276) nor significantly strengthened or weakened the
effect of altering the images (β = -.516, p = .197).
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INTRODUCTION
On one particularly hot summer day in a Texas' city, a little girl, who shall be called
"Alice," sat listening to her instructor during a summer class about bug collecting at the local
natural history museum. Less than ten years of age, she was neither a particularly rebellious nor
difficult child, but she did have a great thirst for knowledge and liked to spend her time
philosophizing about the universe. This practice had resulted in Alice developing her own
personal moral creed. In particular, although she had a strong fear of many types of insects for
as long as she could remember, she had come to the conclusion that her fear was a result of a
flaw in her own character, not the insects'. In her mind, insects were innocent bystanders to her
irrational fear and, thus, should not be punished and that the insects' lives held just as much value
as herself and her beloved family and pets. This was plain to her even though she feared the
minuscule creatures sometimes to the point of tears. But, her fears and philosophizing were not
at the forefront of her mind as she listened intently and followed all instruction from the teacher.
But, as time passed, there proved to be one instruction she could not bring herself morally to
follow, despite her normally obedient nature. The class had just come inside after catching
various insects. The instructor began guiding the children through the process of killing the tiny
animals for mounting and display. Alice was aghast--the lives within the jar were innocents!
They should not have to suffer from idle human curiosity or fearful disregard! She stood and
stated in a firm voice, "[These insects] have done nothing to me, and I have no right to kill
them!" Most people, even staunch animal lovers, at any age would think little of taking the life
of an insect, especially those which they fear. But, some people, like Alice, ask the question,

____________
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why does humanity place more value on one type of animal than others and does that justify their
behavior towards the animal?
Someone who arbitrarily shoots cats and dogs is seen as a villain in the United States,
while a person who steps on an ant rarely garners criticism. People who fish often use a sharp,
barbed hook, sometimes containing a secondary impaled live animal as bait, to snare the mouths
of the prey, but if they were to do the same to a mammal, they would be accused of being
sadistic. In this study, which animals are valued and which are devalued are assumed to reflect
both the person's personal and cultural prejudices closely linked to the animal’s appearance. To
discover if this is true, one must first discover how people categorize animals for evaluation.
Simply an instinctive sense of danger does not seem to be the key factor for rating animals
positively or negatively. Spiders trigger a higher negative response than other similar
arthropods, even when compared to wasps and other stinging insects which pose an equal level
of threat (Gerdes, Uhl, & Alpers, 2009). This is most likely due to humans’ lack of an innate
brain structure for identifying animals as they have for identifying other individual humans,
making it is reasonable to assume that animal identification, and thus evaluation relies, at least in
part, on the physical attributes of individual animals. Lepidopterophobia, a fear of butterflies, is
most commonly extends to other winged insects, such as moths, and even birds (Olesen, 2015).
Arachnophobia, fear of spiders, tends to only extend to spiders (Gerdes, Uhl, & Alpers, 2009).
Many different animals have wings but spiders are mostly singled out due to their defining
characteristic of eight legs. Thus, limbs seem to be a potential key element in animal evaluation.
But limbs alone do not seem to be enough. Mice and rats are often separated from other rodents
but are still grouped together, despite a number of physical differences, in the phobia,
musophobia. Here, the most obvious physical characteristic that mice and rats share with each
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other but not more popular rodents, such as hamsters, is their long, hairless tails. But one cannot
forget the importance humans place on facial features of others when evaluating them.
Therefore, in this study, it is predicted that changing the appearance of an animal's limbs, head,
or tail can alter how that person evaluates the animal. But, there is still one more important
factor to consider, prejudice. Just as people can be prejudiced against other humans, so too can
they be prejudiced against groups of animals. Prejudice against groups of animals is known as
speciesism. Consequently, this study also looked to see how prejudice can be influenced by
effectively altering the physical characteristics of the animal. Since prejudices are usually seen
as a negative and are largely defined by culture, it is reasonable to assume that a person who is
highly prejudiced towards particular animals will be more likely to follow the negative cultural
view of certain groups of animals, such as the belief that all snakes are evil. However, if they do
not recognize the animal as being a part of the marginalized group, they will rate it more
positively. Those with low levels of speciesism should be more neutral or positive towards the
animals. This study predicts that those with high levels of speciesism will be more easily
influenced by altering the physical characteristics of an animal than those with low levels of
speciesism.
Studies on Prejudice
In the field of psychology, prejudice is defined as an incorrect or unjustified, usually
negative, attitude towards something or someone based entirely on its being a member of a
particular group. The study of prejudice still remains a strong focus for research in the field of
psychology. While prejudiced behavior has long been a source of contemplation or debate,
psychology, as a science, provided a structure to measure prejudice and observe how it can
translate into behavior. Racism, both conscious and unconscious, has been linked with
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disproportionate and inadequate medical care for black patients and increased societal approval
for harsher punishments and higher conviction rates for black suspects, while sexism is linked
with a stronger hostility towards women in general, a greater belief in the rape myth, higher
levels of relationship aggression and abuse, and greater amounts of sexual coercion (Green,
Staerklé, & Sears, 2006; Ryn, Burgess, Dovidio, Phelan, Saha, Malat, Griffin, Fu, & Perry, 2011;
Forbes, Adams-Curtis, & White, 2004). Even seemingly benevolent prejudiced beliefs, such as
portraying Native Americans as the "noble savage" or women as the "good mother," in kin with
the Virgin Mary, are just as influential as hostile prejudice and just as destructive (Glick,
Diebold, Bailey-Werner, & Zhu, 1997; Viki, Abrams, & Hutchison (2003).
All forms of prejudice center on watering down the individual into a simplified
stereotype rather than as a complex individual. Both hostile sexism towards women, which
decrees that women are inherently inferior to men and so must rely on their husbands to provide
for them, and benevolent sexism towards women, which entails putting women onto a "pedestal"
as the noble and self-sacrificing mother who gives up her own happiness for the sake of her
family, emphasize that a woman's one true role is as a homemaker (Glick & Fiske, 2001). The
target is no longer a person but a concept. This is because all prejudices share the same core
thought process consisting, according to the two-process theory (one of the most common
theories in prejudice studies), of two conflicting drives, genuine prejudice and the desire to
control the genuine prejudice, which can result in mixed emotions, inconsistent behavior, and
mental confusion (Crandall & Eshleman, 2004).
Genuine prejudice consists of the underlying primal, early learned, and automatic
justification for the separation of the ingroup from the outgroup that is powered by some form of
internal motivation (Crandall & Eshleman, 2004). These motivations are linked with the need to
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survive and/or propagate. Prejudice towards immigrants, for example, is often linked with a fear
of increasing competition for jobs, which would affect an individuals’ ability to provide for
themselves and their families. Genuine prejudice comes into conflict with an individual's wish to
control their prejudiced inclinations. The desire to control prejudice through self regulation is
driven by its own motivation, such as feelings of guilt (Amodio, Devine, & Harmon-Jones,
2007). White participants in racism studies who displayed low scores in racist attitudes also
show increasing guilt and self-loathing for what little racism they did show (Amodio, Devine, &
Harmon-Jones, 2007). The modern day person knows that a person's race should not be a factor
in how they should be treated, but they are still influenced by racist ideology that has been a part
of their life since the beginning, especially when that ideology has any level of societal approval.
However, when social guilt or a general acknowledgement that the prejudice is wrong is low or
absent in the community, then the need to self-regulate the behavior on an individual level is also
low. It is hoped by many that if people self-regulate enough, future generations may not develop
prejudices in the future, but children are often much more observant than adults would give them
credit, recognizing even the smallest signs of marginalization.
Reflections of societal stereotyping begins during childhood as society shows the child
what are the important differences between others and themselves and the implications of those
differences (Bigler & Liben, 2007). Children often go through a "cootie" phase, where some
children marginalize others due to an imaginary illness. The children do not understand the
reasoning behind adults marginalizing others and so make up their own. In truth, key differences
for stereotyping can be anything, even something as simple as a slight difference in clothing.
Children segregated by colored t-shirts started using the shirt colors as a form of value marker
when a person in authority, such as their teacher, began favoring one color over another (Bigler
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& Liben, 2007). However, prejudicial influences do not need to be explicit to have an effect.
For instance, if the adult never seems to interact with people of a given characteristic, regardless
if it is by choice or lack of other opportunity, the child may develop the idea that these people are
to be avoided, leading to the idea that these people are in some way inherently wrong. Children
learn at a young age that a woman's first role is as a nurturer and caretaker while the man's role is
away from the home with consistent absence of a male figure in picture books and children's
literature (a popular medium for early teachings of traditional values and morals) (Gooden &
Gooden, 2001).
However, if all prejudices are a result of the same thought process in dealings between
members of the same species, is it not also probable that prejudice can affect relationships
between different species? While researchers are still working on a way to measure prejudice
behavior in animals, it is more probable to be able to measure prejudice attitudes and behavior
humans have towards different types of animals, a condition known as speciesism.
Defining Speciesism
Speciesism is where value is given or taken away from an organism by humans based
upon how the person groups them with other similar organisms ("Speciesism", n.d.). It is
important to understand that speciesism also includes anthropocentrism, the belief that humans
are the most significant organism on the planet earth and, thus, their needs and wants trump all
others ("Anthropocentric", n.d.). Anthropocentric thinking is, in fact, the most common form of
speciesism and one of the most difficult to reconcile with the concept that other organisms are
vital to the earth's ecosystem and may possess rights of their own.
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Models of Speciesism
Animals are an undeniable element of human culture and have served various functions,
from working animals, such as police dogs, to food, such as livestock, to companions and
honorary family members, such as house cats. This creates a need to define how animals should
be kept and treated. Animal treatment, however, reflects speciesism, since some animals are
granted greater protection and considered more worthy of affection than others. In the United
States, current laws focus on "animals" as defined as warm-blooded animals (alive or dead) such
as cats, dogs, monkeys, guinea pigs, and rabbits, excluding rats, mice, birds bred for research,
and livestock animals (Animal Welfare Act, 2010). In other words, a dead dog is more
intrinsically valuable and worthy of protection in the United States than a live rat, bird, fish, cow,
or snake. However, in countries such as India, cows and rats are revered as sacred and, in some
areas, dogs are food. The gift of value and consideration seems to be largely arbitrary.
The defining of animal rights is often mirrored by the way humans have defined humanfocused prejudices, with serious ramifications for both humans and animals. Any potential
"defect" or difference has been used to justify marginalizing others. Prejudice themes have been
used to excuse, and even encourage, the tormenting and the killing of the mentally ill and
mentally retarded, and they have been used to undermine the rights of women, children, and any
number of minorities, such as the 3/5 tax law which stated that black slaves are only 3/5ths of a
person (Steinbock, 1978). However, what qualifies as a sound reasoning for exclusion or
mistreatment of another group, both human and animal, and what is considered too far is the
subject of intense debate, leading to the creation of several different modes of thinking.
Contractarianism.
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Some believe that animals deserve protection due to the concept of contractarianism,
which is a moral "contract" agreed upon by multiple agents, the same reasoning proposed by
some in supporting and caring for the "less desirable" human members of society, such as the
handicapped (Tucker & MacDonald, 2004). There are those who are of the view that animals
cannot be moral agents, since moral agents possess the moral reasoning ability to form and
consent to a contract and so can be held accountable for their decisions, and animals are unable
to grant consent (Tucker & MacDonald, 2004). If the inability to give consent takes away ones
right to protection, what about human children or the mentally handicapped or the infirm? In
modern society, despite the lack of ability to give consent, children and the mentally
handicapped are still afforded rights due to the fact they are humans. But, this leads to the
question of why animals are excluded since consent is not an absolute necessity. As humanity
and science progresses, it has become increasingly accepted that humans are animals, so there
should be no reason to exclude other animals as possessing inherent rights.
Kantianism.
A popular classic justification for speciesism is Kantianism, which states that an animal's
value is based upon the intrinsic utility afforded to it by one or more humans (since humans are
inherently the highest in value of all creatures) (Tucker & MacDonald, 2004). This is a highly
anthropocentric method of thinking, since it places human opinion above all else. Since humans
value their pets, they are afforded greater rights than a wild animal. However, this theory also
leaves the door open for the concept of intrinsic disunity; which states that value can be taken
away when humans devalue the animal (Tucker & MacDonald, 2004). This is the same sort of
thinking that has allowed researchers in the past to experiment on orphan children and the
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mentally disabled, since they had no one to speak for them ("Nonconsensual medical
experiments…", n.d.).
The utility/disunity explanation of animal treatment existed in practice long before it was
given the name Kantianism, making it one of the oldest forms of speciesism. Animals have long
been only allowed the right to exist as long as they served a purpose to humans and destroyed
when their usefulness ended or they became a burden. Livestock was once only kept as long as
its profitability as a source of food or textile material did not outweigh its consumption of
resources, often resulting in the animals only being kept until the onset of winter when the
animals would be slaughtered (Lambert, 2013). Even less than a hundred years ago, it was a
common practice to kill excess puppies or kittens by whatever means necessary since allowing
them to live would cause the household to become overrun as more and more litters were born.
This could be justified on some level because most households could not support both
themselves and the animals, so the speciesist culling of animals was motivated by the need to
survive. However, with advances in technology, such the practice of spaying/neutering animals,
such actions are now unnecessary or less justifiable.
Kantianism works in a similar vein as the philosophical beliefs of Descartes. Descartes
believed that animals were little more than organic automatons, lacking in reasoning,
consciousness, or the ability to feel pain, and so had no value but that which humans gave them.
But an animal is not a hammer. An animal does not just stop existing because it is seen as in the
way. Thanks to research, humans know that animals do have thoughts of their own, and animals
can most certainly feel pain. This has lead to the debate on whether or not an animal is "useful"
should have any bearing on how it should be treated. Peter Singer, a famed philosopher and
animal rights activist, argues that since animals are capable both pain and pleasure, their needs

10
are just as deserving of consideration as humans, however, many tend to veer away from this
type of thinking.
Utilitarianism.
Many have started gravitating towards the utilitarianism model of speciesism which
states that killing of animals or cruelty towards animals is justified if it is for the "greater good"
(Tucker & MacDonald, 2004). What is unclear is the meaning of the "greater good." At one
point in history testing diseases on unknowing African Americans was considered to be for the
greater good. Just like using race in the past as a determinant of gain versus loss was worthy of
the label "for the greater good," an organism's species is often a determining factor of whether or
not the ends justify the means.
In July of 1973, people became aware of the United States Air Force's plans to use 200
beagle puppies in an experiment using poisonous gas another 400 puppies in other similar tests,
resulting in a major public outcry (Singer, 2009). The Air Force eventually postponed the
experiment with statements that they would look into using a different type of animal. It was the
type of animal that concerned people, not the cruelty and loss of life inherent in the experiment
itself. The "greater good" seems to be as arbitrary as a child's definition of "fair," applying only
to what that individual would prefer rather than actually need. The "greater good" rarely seems
to take into consideration the needs of all the inhabitants of the world and focuses on just the
desires of humans.
For instance, bats have a heavily superstitious stigma attached to them, with an
association with the vampire myth and a belief that they are bigger disease carriers than is
accurate (Prokop, Fančovičová, & Kubiatko, 2009). Bats are major insect eaters and pollinators,
but the good they do does not qualify enough as part of the "greater good" to protect them from
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widespread extermination or the destruction of their nests (Prokop, Fančovičová, & Kubiatko,
2009). The need to avoid potential environmental disaster that would arise if bats were to
become extinct should outweigh mere superstition, but this does not seem to be the case.
There is a great need to understand what motivates such counterintuitive and even
destructive choices so that humanity can reevaluate its strategies, but when it comes to the
motivators behind speciesism, there has been little actual empirical research. It remains stuck in
the same philosophical arena since it was first made famous by the animal rights activist and
philosopher Peter Singer in his book Animal Liberation (1975). Most do not even know the
existence of the term "speciesism" even though the term has been in existence since the 1970s.
Speciesism comes as naturally as breathing because it is a natural part of human evolution. But,
natural as it may be, it can also be a source of destruction. Not studying speciesism means
humans remain ignorant of how harmful an influence it could have on human decision making.
Speciesism and Evolution
Speciesism could easily be said to be the most pervasive form of prejudice since one
would be hard pressed to find someone who does not have some level of speciesism. That is
most likely because there is an evolutionary basis for speciesism and prejudice in general. The
human brain has evolved to have a level of flexibility, as outlined in the previously mentioned
dual process model of prejudice, to adapt to new situations and preempt threats, since it would be
impossible and a waste of energy to utilize a specific brain structure for every possible event
(Symons, 1992). Speciesism and other prejudices have been an evolutionary advantage in the
past. Strangers could attack or steal resources and animals could be dangerous, so having some
sort of innate understanding that some animals and people, especially unfamiliar ones, could
present a risk was an evolutionary advantage. Having no instinctive wariness of certain animals
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could present a threat to an individual's survival and/or ability to reproduce. A classic example
of this can be seen in the extinction of the dodo, an extinct species of flightless bird from the
Mascarene Islands. The dodo lacked natural predators due to its extreme isolation, thus, never
evolved a fear of other species. This lack of fear of predators, both for themselves and their
eggs, made them easy targets for humans and their dogs, pigs, and monkeys when they were
discovered, leading to the dodo's quick extinction (Kasnoff, 2014).
When advantages become disadvantages.
The human brain evolved to adapt to cultural changes because certain prejudices, like
many evolutionary adaptations, can become increasingly less beneficial as society changes, even
becoming disadvantages. This is analogous to the dietary advantage, at one time, of eating as
much high caloric, high sugar foods as possible since food was scarce, but with the modern
abundance of food, eating vast amounts of sugar and calories has become damaging to one's
health rather than helping people to survive until they could find their next meal. The needs and
culture of humans changed and so did their behavior. To compensate for the change in dietary
needs, people have started making a conscious decision to eat lower calorie foods and less sugary
foods, thanks to the brain’s evolved flexibility (Symons, 1992).
As technology advances, humans are becoming more and more aware of the
consequences of their behaviors, such as rising sea levels, climate change, and mass extinction
due to human actions. However, speciesism is continually disregarded as a serious issue, left as,
at best, a minor issue and, at worst, the mad ramblings of animal fanatics. When a prejudice is
ignored, its effects go unexplored, but prejudices are at their most dangerous when they are not
even recognized as existing. Prejudice starts as a gut reaction, free of actual thought, but upon
closer examination, contradictions to the prejudicial belief begin to form and the person learns to
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practice self-regulation in order to control the effect of prejudice. This effect can go beyond the
original target. When European settlers first arrived in Australia in 1803, the thylacine
(Tasmanian tiger/wolf) was one of many strange and wondrous indigenous creatures. The
thylacine was a carnivorous marsupial with a wolf-like appearance (particularly the head),
although the two species are not related, with an extremely shy, reclusive nature (Campbell,
1999). The settlers, however, were quick to describe the novel thylacine as a "forgotten relic" of
evolution that was ill equipped for survival (Campbell, 1999). Worse still, when sheep were
introduced to Australia, the settlers projected their association of wolves hunting livestock onto
the thylacine even though the thylacine’s diet was closer to that of a fox's diet of smaller animals.
Researchers now know that there is little actual evidence that thylacines ever hunted livestock,
especially considering how studies of their skulls seem to suggest that their jaw was not even
strong enough to kill a sheep (Freeman, 2007). But, because of the stigma of large, wolf-like
predators as a danger to livestock and because of the settlers' anthropocentric thinking, the
thylacine was hunted to extinction, with far reaching effects. Australia is plagued by a number
of invasive species, such as cats, rabbits, and rats, which negatively impact the ecosystem, all of
which would have been small enough to be prey to the thylacine. By destroying the thylacine,
they destroyed a major land predator that could have helped battle these animal invaders.
Problems with Research of Speciesism
It has taken a long time to make humans collectively accept that animals have emotions
and thoughts of their own (Proctor, Carder, & Cornish, 2013). Prehistoric humans had no reason
to believe that an animal had emotions like themselves, no more than any other potential tool or
resource. Even after the development of science, animal researchers actively worked to maintain
the human/animal divide by observing and depicting animals in the most sterilized and
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emotionless ways possible in order to avoid anthropomorphizing the animals with "human
emotions." This resulted in transforming animals into the equivalent of a piece of furniture or
some other inanimate object, with all the rights of an inanimate object, in the world of science
and society as a whole (Crist, 1998). Now, research has increasingly shown animals are
thinking, feeling entities (Proctor, Carder, & Cornish, 2013).
A few studies on prejudice towards animals have been conducted focusing on a specific
species of animal, usually highly unpopular animals such as snakes, bats, or spiders, but little to
none examining speciesism toward a wide range of animals, possibly due to the actual term
"speciesism." Although the word "species" is in the name, speciesism does not necessarily have
anything to do with the scientific classification, which is defined as individual organisms that
share certain traits and are given a common name and biologically classified below genus or
subgenus (Species, n.d.). Rather, "species" is defined loosely as the way in which a person
mentally groups organisms based some personal set of identification guidelines, regardless of
how those animals may actually be related. The closest speciesism comes to scientific
identification is breaking down animals into what family they belong to, but this is still not a
universal practice, especially in the case of domesticated animals whom are habitually broken
down based upon breed or variety. For example, one individual may look at a rat (rodent), bilby
(bandicoot), and a ferret (weasel) and recognize them as belonging to completely different family
groups, while another individual may see any small, furry animal as a "rat". This is
understandable, if not a bit frustrating from a researcher's perspective, since the act of classifying
animals into rigid categories is not a natural practice. Some animals are not even commonly
classified as "animals" at all in the minds of society, such as fish or invertebrates. Humans do
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not have a built in genetic identifier to help them understand how animals are related to one
another.
Therefore, if one is to study speciesism, it is integral to decipher the cues people use to
classify and evaluate animals encountered on an individual basis. In this study, it is predicted
that alterations to the physical features of an animal, such as the shape of the nose or the
presence/absence of limbs, would change how that person evaluated (specific animal attitude)
that animal and that overall speciesism, defined as how a person tends to categorize animals in
regards to how it should be treated, can influence that evaluation. For example, a person high on
speciesism may be quick to judge the altered image of a squirrel as an "ugly, disgusting rat"
because it is a small, furry mammal that has had a long hairless tail added, regardless of how all
other features (coloring, ears, body shape, etc.) remain unchanged. What physical cues these are
exactly, is still unknown, therefore, the exact physical cues examined in this study include the
three most common unrelated features, the head, the limbs, and the tail.
Current Research in Speciesism
Research on how humans in general classify animals is also rare. What studies do exist
tends to be cross-age studies focusing on children's developing ability to classify different
animals and their reactions and attitudes towards different types of animals. During childhood,
anthropocentric thinking is at its weakest since animals are a new concept to a child and it is
easier to mark early identification strategies (Fawcett, 2002). Research does imply that children
do have some implicit understanding of kinships amongst animals and with themselves, but they
require adults to guide them in identifying these relationships (Kattmann, 2001). Infants,
especially girls, have been found observing their caretaker's facial reaction to different stimuli,
such as a picture of a snake or a spider, and mimicking that behavior (Rakison, 2009).
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Caretakers act as a model to the child on what is dangerous or unpleasant and what is not. If the
reaction is negative, the children learn to fear that stimuli (Rakison, 2009).
The key moderators in the development of speciesist thinking appear to be education and
experience with different types of animals, both in the wild and in the home. Children are
quickest to identify and classify animals when they are similar to their own pets and when the
child possesses a high amount of pre-existing animal knowledge, although children maintain a
heavy reliance on visual cues, habitat, locomotion, and the animal's behaviors (Yen, Yao, &
Mintzes, 2007). Education and personal experience remains an important factor to combat
speciesist ideology as the child grows into adulthood, however, it cannot seem to completely
minimize the societal stereotype of the animal. Slovakian biology students displayed less fear
and belief in frightening myths surrounding bats than non-biology majors but still maintained
some fearfulness (Prokop, Fančovičová, & Kubiatko, 2009).
Fear of animals and behavioral trends.
The television network, Animal Planet, once listed the top 10 most feared species in the
United States. Among them were rats, bats, snakes, and spiders, all of which are common key
figures in animal specific phobias ("Top 10 animals," 2014). Fear is a powerful moderator of
behavior and can lead to massive destruction when its roots go unexplored. Snakes are common
victims of numerous acts of abuse and destruction. Ashley, Kosloski, and Petrie (2007) found
that a significant number of drivers will go out of their way to a greater extent to run over a
snake decoy than a turtle decoy or a Styrofoam cup. Some researchers try to explain animal/fear
reaction as an instinctive disgust reaction developed through evolution, especially in terms of
phobias; however, there are several contradictions to this theory, largely with the issue of
"disgust". Disgust of an object, especially to the point of fear is often associated with the
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concept of contagion and contamination (Thorpe & Salkovskis, 1998). Several cases of the
disgust response occur in reaction to some animals that are more in line with a food-rejection
response. But many commonly feared animals are not actually identified as strong disease
carriers (Davey, 1994). If one were to interchange "disgust" with "threat", the aggressive attitude
towards certain species, such as snakes and spiders which are not big disease carriers, is a little
more reasonable as an evolutionary adaptation but that does not seem to be the case.
This contradiction has inspired some researchers to look beyond the classic disgust model
of animal fears. Outside of disgust, spiders present an element of unpredictability and
uncontrollability, which heighten fears of the animal (Armfield & Mattiske, 1996). Spiders do
not respond to commands and their behavior can seem very erratic to humans. This leads to a
perceived vulnerability, because if they cannot control the animal they cannot protect themselves
from the animal (Armfield & Mattiske, 1996). This motivates the person to "strike first" before
the animal can "attack". But all animals possess an element of unpredictability and most animals
offer very little actual danger to a human, and have even less desire to try. Constant attacks on
animals even when there is no threat, such as with the snake in the study conducted by Ashley,
Kosloski, and Petrie, is a sign the behavior is going far beyond what is necessary or beneficial.
The "snake" presented no danger to the drivers but they still felt the need to go out of their way
to destroy the decoy.
Speciesism and Society
Cultural influences.
Evolution as a reason for behavior has become a bit of a "get out of jail free" card in the
minds of many people. There seems to be an underlying idea that if humans have evolved to
have a certain attitude due to evolution, then acting on that attitude can be excused on some
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level. This can be seen in people who defend their sexist attitude by saying it is just a product of
evolution and, thus, both an absolute fact of life and unchangeable. Spiders offer little threat to
humans in modern culture, but they remain as one of the most feared animals (Armfield &
Mittiske, 1996). If an instinctual fear of illness or death was the culprit then the fear of
mushrooms, for instance, should far outweigh fear of spiders, but spiders seem to hold a special
place in Western culture as a threat (Rakison, 2009). Fear of spiders seems to be reserved for
European cultures, whereas some other cultures define spiders as a source of food rather than
fear (Davey, 1994). The disgust response towards spiders most likely has roots in Europe's past,
specifically, the Middle Ages and the Black Plague. Spiders in Europe are not particularly
dangerous, but during the Black Plague, spiders were considered harbingers of disease (Davey,
1994). Spiders were common in houses stricken with the plague and bodies were found with
insect bites, thus, people of that time began to suspect that the spiders were carriers of the plague.
Even though people now know it was the fleas carried by rats, the association between spiders
and disease has not diminished. Spiders, however, are far from the only ones to suffer from
cultural bias.
Snakes are held as one of the key examples of evolutionary based speciesism; they also
suffer from the culturally learned aspect of speciesism. In Christianity, snakes are linked to the
devil in Genesis 3:1-14 and as a key instigator of humanity's fall from grace. To this day, there
are people who actively identify snakes as minions of Satan (if not Satan himself). European
mythology is also ripe with snake-like entities, such as dragons, basilisks, and gorgons, all of
which are described in negatively charged descriptors such as greedy, slimy, wicked, and, above
all, evil creatures that long for nothing but the destruction of humans (Sax, 1994). Sax believes
that much of this fearful mythology grew from trying to explain the alien nature of the snake's
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biology, specifically the lack of legs, to define the snake's inherent inferiority to other animals.
In Genesis 3:14, the snake's lack of legs and human's condemnation of its species are explained
as punishment for its trickery. Since all prejudices share the same core thought process that
revolve around the creation of an ingroup in competition with an outgroup, there is a lot of
carryover from one form of prejudice to another. Speciesism may commonly carry over into
sexism, although the connection to racism is also very strong. The condemnation of snakes due
to the story in Genesis flows into the sexist belief that attributes a woman's menstrual cycle and
pain in childbirth as punishments for Eve's weakness in being first to eat the fruit from the tree of
wisdom (Genesis 3:16). To this day, some religious groups use this as reason for mistreatment
of women. In both cases, a difference, whether a lack of legs or a difference in reproduction
systems, is used as a way to devalue and mistreat a group and justified using religion.
Even normally beloved animals can have society turn on them as the culture changes,
such as in the creation of laws such as The Dangerous Dog Act (1991), which was an attempt in
Britain to liquidate (destroy) all pit bulls terriers after a number of sensational and highly
exaggerated news reports linking the animals with violent crime ("Department for Environment,
Food, & Rural Affairs"; Hallsworth, 2011). Dogs have been with humans for longer than any
other domesticated species, as hunters, herders, protectors, and, more recently, as honorary
members of the family. But when the news stations began to associate pit bull terriers with gang
activity with labels such as "dangerous dogs", "weapon dogs," and "dog from hell," an official
campaign swept across the land to rid the United Kingdom of these animals (Hallsworth, 2011).
Complicating matters, the UK kennel club does not recognize the pit bull terrier as an official
breed. Therefore, the Dangerous Dog Act was drafted to apply to any dog matching the
description of a pit bull (medium sized, short haired dogs) or any breed associated with fighting,
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regardless of temperament or history ("Department for Environment…", 1991). As time passed,
the law became a little more lenient but there is still great persecution of dogs associated with
violent crimes, regardless of whether the dog is actually inherently dangerous or not. Pit bulls in
the US also face prejudice due to an association with violent crime, although the laws tend to be
less harsh than the Dangerous Dog Act, and that stigma spreads to the dog's owner, causing them
to also suffer from the effects of the bias against these animals (Twining, Arluke, & Patronek,
2000). Things can become even worse for types of animals that are not quite so near and dear to
the human heart.
It can be difficult to truly show how culture affects longstanding speciesist attitudes, the
same as it is difficult to prove that culture propels longstanding sexist and racist attitudes. Much
of that difficulty comes from looking at prejudice as a stagnant and straight-to-the-point issue,
for instance viewing sexism as only a case of men oppressing women. If one looks at it as a
fluid concept, one that is based in a core idea of trying to create a value hierarchy based upon the
ingroup versus the outgroup dynamic, one can see how prejudice continues to exist through the
creation of new targets for that prejudice and new ways of attacking old targets.
Carryover effect of speciesism with other prejudices.
Different individual prejudices are not solitary phenomena. They bleed and carryover
into each other by defining any outgroup as the ever mysterious but, usually, ultimately inferior
"other"; that any outgroup must somehow be inherently different in value from the ingroup. But,
different does not mean better or worse, it merely means not the same. The concept may be
simple, but humans have a nasty tendency to pigeonhole everything into hierarchies, for
example, being a man only has merit because it means he is "superior" to woman, or vice versa.
When oppressing other humans, it is common to "lower" their status to the point of animals
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through dehumanization and animalization, such as how African Americans have been referred
to as monkeys as a derogatory slur. When a group is reduced to the position of animal, they are
then treated like animals.
Women seem have the strongest accord with speciesism, since women are a common and
consistent target of dehumanization and animalization, regarded as "bitches" or "cows" to show
their lack of worth. Like animals, women have been lowered to the level of a piece of property,
lacking in any true rights or deserving of respect. Some researchers believe that this is why
women seem to be especially drawn to the cause of animal rights, resulting in the development
of the controversial ecofeminism, a movement that links feminism with ecological issues (Twine,
2010; Ecofeminism, n.d.). Ecofeminists feel that speciesism is a human issue because the way
humans approach animals is very much a reflection of how they approach the least valued
members of human society.
Speciesism and behavior.
Speciesism can be seen in both direct actions towards animals, such as blatant attempts to
kill or harm an animal or consciously going out of one's way to avoid an animal, and indirect
actions, such as neglecting to help an animal when it is distressed or deeming it as unimportant.
Conservation trends of endangered species reflect this human fickleness by how the more
negative the societal perception towards an animal is, the less people are willing to try to save or
protect it (Kaltenborn, Bjerke, Nyahongo, & Williams, 2006; Knight, 2008). Negative
stereotyping of animal groups, such as spiders, snakes, and bats, makes people more likely to
label it as "ugly" and attribute less desirable characteristics (e.g., cruelty, selfishness, treachery)
and, therefore, become less willing to work towards the preservation of that animal (Knight,
2008). When an animal belongs to a positively associated species, such as harp seal pups,
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spotted owls, and rabbits, people are more likely to label them as "cute" and allot them more
desirable traits (e.g., generosity, altruism, kindness,), thus, becoming more willing to work
towards its conservation (Knight, 2008). But, these assumptions on personality traits and
appearance can, like with many stereotypes and prejudices, run contrary to reality.
In households, domesticated hamsters are the third most common small animal pet owned
in the United States (0.7% of households with small animals), perhaps, due to their "cute"
appearance (i.e., rounded faces, small, chubby bodies, stubby legs, and lack of a tail) and are
assumed to have "sweet" and "social" personalities, making them a popular impulse or little
researched pet to buy (Hamsters, n.d.). Domesticated rats, on the other hand, are one of the least
popular small pets (less than 0.3%), are described as "ugly," because of their hairless tails and
close association with wild rats, and are thought to be "filthy" and "dangerous," leaving them to
be used as food for other pets (Burns, 2014). However, hamsters have a much higher tendency
than rats to bite and show aggression, unless socialized, and are far less social, both towards
humans and other hamsters, and less intelligent (Brantley, n.d.). Going by temperament and
behavior alone, it would seem that rats would be the preferred pet, but they remain stigmatized
by popular association. That is most likely shown in European based cultures, in which people
are raised with the image of rats as ugly, treacherous creatures. While their bad reputation may
have started with the plague and the theft of food, it is not as potential disease carriers that they
are portrayed in popular culture. In the 1955 Disney film, The Lady and the Tramp, the dark
figure of the "wicked" rat antagonist looms over a crib, ready to attack an unsuspecting infant,
during a dramatic thunderstorm before one of the "noble" and "heroic" dogs grabs and kills the
rat. The rat is little more than an intimidating, black silhouette for most of the movie, using only
the bare minimum of features to identify what this creature is, similar to primitive cave drawings
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depicting the outline and major features of animals. The darkness of the shadowed form and the
surrounding storm not only indicates to the viewer that this creature is "evil," but also creates an
identifying schema in order to rate the inherent value of the animal. Identification and rating
schemas form in a person's mind and are then used to judge unfamiliar and novel animals, often
without familiarizing himself or herself with the animal to see if his or her impression is correct.
People give many excuses for their behavior, yet, no matter the reasoning, speciesism
gives rise to blatant attacks, disregard for animal well-being, and acts of casual cruelty every day,
even toward normally highly valued species. This can be due to the anthropocentric thinking
that humans are superior to all other creatures and, thus, so are all of humans' wants and needs.
For instance, dogs and cats (especially "show quality" animals) are bred to have specific features
favored by humans that stray so far from what is natural, that they begin to affect the health of
the animals. In reality, some of these features are severe physical deformities. Prior to the last
100 years, dogs were bred for to perform a certain job and their appearance reflected this. For
example, the West Highland Terriers (a subterranean hunting breed) were bred to have extremely
thick tails so that they could be pulled out by their tails when they would occasionally become
stuck in the underground tunnels of animal dens, such as those of badgers. Even surgical
alterations were meant for some sort of practical goal and for the benefit of the animal. Dogs
that pulled carts, for instance, would have their tails removed (cropped) so that the tail would not
be caught in the cart's wheels. Now, dogs, and an increasing number of cats, are bred to genetic
extremes and/or are physically mutilated through unnecessary surgeries purely for superficial
appearances to please the pet market and personal aesthetics. Those who petition against such
practice often use brachycephalic dog breeds as an example. Brachycephalic (short-faced)
breeds, such as English bulldogs and pugs, are wracked with breathing issues (Allan, 2010).
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This has reached the point where the need for surgery just so the animal can breathe enough to
live is becoming increasingly common. Recently, toy breeds and other small dogs that are bred
for their baby-like features, such as Chihuahuas and Cavalier King Charles Spaniels, are showing
an increased risk of developing severe brain deformities due to the brain is attempting to grow
larger than their skulls (Viegas, 2014). These issues come from the excessive inbreeding
required to reach the "breed standard" requirements, which have grown steadily harsher and
unnatural as animals are bred more for aesthetics rather than to perform a specific task.
In the wild, disliked animals are targets of attacks far outweighing any danger the animal
may have warranted. Snakes, along with other commonly disliked types of animals, generally
pose little threat to most people and are an important part of the ecosystems in which they reside.
Only 15% of venomous snakes worldwide are dangerous to humans (Gold, Dart, & Barish,
2002). Even the danger of snakebites has been largely exaggerated since a person is six time
more likely to die by being struck by lightning than by snake bite with only 5-6 fatalities
occurring in the U.S. per year (Johnson, 2007). Venom is actually very taxing for animals to
create, and in order to conserve resources, venomous animals will often try to escape if possible
rather than attack. In fact, 98% of snake bites are due to individuals attempting to handle or
otherwise provoking the animals (Gold, Dart, & Barish, 2002). Humans are simply much too
large for a snake to eat and therefore a waste of venom. Venomous animals are usually at their
most dangerous when they are babies because they have yet to learn to control how much venom
to use. Snakes provide an important service by reducing the numbers of rapidly breeding
animals, such as rabbits, who, in large numbers, can be extremely destructive to crops and
indigenous plant life. Yet people would be far more inclined to protect a rabbit than a garter
snake. When speciesist preferences like this continue to occur without inspection, people do not
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reevaluate their own motivations and others suffer for it. It is assumed that it is "simply the way
things are" and that they are unchangeable. Despite the lack of threat and the good they do for
the environment, many animals, experience a speciesist-fueled hatred and malice, reaching, at
times, almost fanatical levels for some people. People still go out of their way to destroy snakes,
even take great joy in it, such as with the Rattlesnake Roundup, an annual event in which people
gather up as many snakes possible from the wild so that they can publically kill the animals. The
Rattlesnake Roundup is not a case where a dangerous animal is found in a residential area and
destroyed to protect the inhabitants. Rather, it is people going out of their way to conduct a mass
hunt of the animals in the wild.
Conservation groups, such as the Orianne Society, trying to save endangered snake
species, rely on massive amounts of research on snakes to protect them and raise awareness but
are hindered by the societal prejudice against snakes ("Why It Matters", 2014). Research into
human reaction to animals, such as this one, can shed light on what motivates human behavior
and can help combat those motivations by testing to see how sensitive a group is to the
deviations from the animal's original appearance.
Current Study
For this study, speciesism is defined as a person's overall assessment of an animal’s
categorization as a factor in how the animal should be treated. However, since prejudice cannot
be manipulated, speciesism can moderate a person's reaction to individual animals. Unlike with
members of their own species, the human mind is not really geared for easy recognition from one
species to the next. Therefore, certain physical attributes are needed in order to identify an
animal. But if one were to change those physical attributes, one may be able to change how
people react to then. In this study, changing a single part of an animal's physical features,
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specifically the head, limbs, or tail, with another species of animal would result in a more
positive reaction towards the animal. Then speciesism was measured to see if it could influence
the person's sensitivity to the changes.
It was predicted that altering the physical appearance of an animal with either a strong
positive or negative association would change people's attitude towards that animal. This
specific animal attitude is defined as a person's initial evaluation of an animal's appearance,
personality, and threat potential. None of the images used depicted an animal perceived to be a
threat due to disease, aggressiveness, or lack of cleanliness. The only basis to evaluate the
animals was their individual characteristic features. The higher the score in their specific animal
attitude, the more positively they viewed the animal. Speciesism was predicted to be a
moderating variable to the specific animal attitude. Speciesism, in this study, is defined as the
tendency for an individual to categorize animals in how they should be treated. It is possible that
speciesism is a reflection of societal stereotyping of a species. If animal, such as a rats, has a
traditionally negative association in society as a group, then a speciesist will also have a highly
negative opinion of the animal as an individual, but if the animal, such as the fennec fox, is
traditionally seen positively, then a speciesist will also rate it as highly positive on an individual
level. A person with low speciesism should rate animals more neutrally because they see the
animal as an individual rather than a stereotype of a culturally ordained group. However, in this
study, speciesism was not manipulated and, therefore, was only monitored for any strengthening
or weakening of the effect of altering the animal images.
Animal images remained the same, with only a single feature altered. It was feared that if
the animal was too altered, then it would be little different than just using a different image all
together. It is hoped that this study will assist in the construction of future studies about the

27
animal/human relationship, the importance of that relationship, and the magnifying effects of
speciesism on how animals are perceived, because whether or not humans value an animal does
not mean that animal is not an essential part of the Earth's ecosystem. As much as humans like
to think that they are the center of the universe, humans are only one part of an extremely
complex system. If humans continue to allow their prejudices to guide their behavior towards
animals, then the next to suffer for their actions may be humanity itself.
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METHODS
Participants
Undergraduate students at Texas A&M International University (TAMIU), in Laredo,
TX, over the age of 18 participated in this study. The total number of participants in the study
was 65; however, 8 were excluded from the study because they did not fill out questionnaires
correctly. Therefore, data from 56 participants were analyzed for the study, with 19 male
participants and 37 female participants. Twenty-five participants were in the unaltered image
group (control), and 31 were a part of the altered image group (experimental). The study
consisted of Hispanic (96.43%) and Asian (1.79%) students, with one participant choosing not to
state their ethnicity. The ethnicity of the participants does reflect the city in which the study was
conducted since Laredo is a primarily Hispanic (95.4%) community (Laredo, 2015).
Participants' age ranges included 18-24 (91.07%), 25-34 (7.14%), and 55-64 (1.79%) years.
Education about animals and personal experience with animals can strongly affect a
person's perception of certain animals; therefore, majors were factored in as a possible variable.
Psychology majors made up the majority of the sample at 60.71%, followed by Sociology majors
at 12.5%, Criminal Justice majors at 10.71%, Biology majors at 5.36%, Kinesiology and
Communication majors each at 3.57%, and Art (All Levels) and Business Administration majors
at 1.79% each. Pet owners made up 96.43% of the participants, with 94.64% stating they would
like to have a pet in the future.
Research Design
This was an experimental study created to examine if a minor change to the head, limbs,
or tail of an animal's physical appearance can affect a person's attitudes toward that animal.
Since it is unknown which physical features are integral for animal identification, the heads,
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limbs, and tails were chosen as potential alterable identifiers since they features found in most
animals but are still unrelated easily distinguishable from each other. Attitudes toward animals
involved evaluation of the appearance, behavior, and threat potential of an animal.
The control group received a series of 9 images of animals that have either a strong
positive or negative association. The experimental group received altered versions of the 9
images used in the control group, where the animal's head, limbs, or tail was changed. The
dependent variable was measured using a modified version of Field and Lawson's 2003 Fear
Belief Questionnaire (FBQ) (Appendix A) and attitude scores were averaged across all images.
The higher the average score on the modified FBQ, the more positive the overall attitudes
towards the animals, and the lower the average score, the more negative the attitude towards the
animals.
It was predicted that altering the images of the animals would result in animal attitudes
that are overall more negative than those produced by participants who received unaltered
images. Speciesism was also studied as a second predictor to assess its moderating influence on
animal attitudes with Karkowski's 2008 Speciesism Survey (SS) (Appendix B). Speciesism was
not manipulated in the study and its effect was primarily studied as an interaction with
independent variable. It was predicted that there would be an interaction between alteration and
speciesism, where animal attitudes would be more negative towards altered images when
speciesism was high (vs. low).
Participants were randomly assigned to one of two groups, the control group or the
experimental group.
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Materials
Participants were first seated at a table in the center of the room at the beginning and end
of the study. A sign-in sheet, pens, and printed consent forms were provided for the students.
The survey and questionnaires were administered on one of three PC computers using a research
program called Media Lab. The computers were set in cubicle seating with 3' walls on 3 sides
separating the computers from each other. During evaluation, the images were mounted using 3"
steel card holders (Appendix C). Data was stored on a single flash drive.
Stimuli.
In their 2003 childhood animal phobia study, Field and Lawson studied how negative
information can bias people in how they react to certain stimuli, even when the information was
only recently received. The same was a potential issue in this study. The solution for both their
study and this study was to introduce novel animals that participants had not seen before. The
issue with this has to do with measuring the moderating effect of speciesism. It would be
impossible to compare participant reactions to truly novel species with their potential reactions to
common place animals that already have a biased association. Therefore, it was necessary to
insert Photoshopped images and deceive the participants into thinking all animals presented were
natural. In order to further hide the use of Photoshop, images were printed as physical
photographs to give them a sense of authenticity. It was feared that if participants were aware
that an aspect of this study was to measure the influence of a form of prejudice, they would
attempt to answer differently than they would naturally. In the modern age, being called
prejudice in any form is met with a great deal of negativity and denial. Thus it was decided to
hide the true purpose of the study by advertising it as an "animal attractiveness" study, where
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participants need to rate unusual wild animals on their attractiveness and potential for
domestication.
In researching the effect of altering the images, participants were broken into two groups,
the experimental group (Condition 2), which received 9 altered images of generally positively or
negatively received animals and 11 novel or lesser known animals images, and the control group
(Condition 1), which received 9 original versions the altered images used in the experimental
group, and the same 11 novel or lesser known animal images used in Condition 2. The images, a
total of 20 per group (9 altered/unaltered and 11 novel) were found at various sources on the
internet, used were printed at a local Wal-Mart as 4x6 inch photographs.
The human brain is highly geared towards recognizing human features but not animals.
Therefore, it is predicted that humanity's species identification and categorization must rely on
some level on visual cues to break down the animal, for example, the hairless tail of the rat or the
leathery wings of the bat, especially when distinguishing visually similar species, such as a
squirrel versus a rat. It was decided to focus on altering either the animal's head, limbs (legs or
wings), or tail. What was altered in the image greatly depended on what could be the most
believably changed while still being as obvious as possible without totally changing the image.
This means that if both the altered and unaltered versions of the image were put side-by-side, a
person could easily surmount that they were of the same animal, but the images was different
and believable enough to fool a viewer into believing that it could be a unique animal if seen on
its own.
For generally positively received animals, a hamster (head), a fennec fox (head), and a
European red squirrel (tail) were used, while negative images consisted of an Eastern indigo
snake (limbs), a skunk roach (limbs), a white-winged vampire bat (limbs), a tube nosed fruit bat
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(head), a grey rat (tail), and a lappet faced vulture (head) (Appendix D). Four of the images
studied had their heads altered in some way, 3 had their limbs altered, and two had their tails
altered. Animals were used were carefully selected, with careful thought to how they are
generally treated in the real world, their assumed personalities, and how they are commonly
depicted in literature, popular media, and language. As previously mentioned, hamsters are
popular "cute" pets despite many having a tendency to bite. The fennec fox is commonly
mentioned in online lists of the worlds "cutest" animals but actually makes a poor pet due to
becoming overly stressed. The European red squirrel is often depicted as a playful mischiefmaker in children's literature despite being extremely similar in appearance but less social than
rats. The gray rat used was of a domesticate, fancy rat, which are cleaner than wild rats, that are
known by those familiar with them as very sociable and intelligent. Like with the gray rat, the
skunk roach is kept as a pet by a small number of people and praised for its easy going nature.
The Eastern indigo snake is one of many species that are endangered but receive reduced support
and protection from patrons due to being a snake. The bats were selected because of the
frightening myths surrounding them and people's lack of familiarity with bats. The lappet-faced
vulture serves as an important preventer of disease by consuming carrion but is often villainized
in popular literature.
Novel filler animals consisted of an okapi, a mantis shrimp, a Venezuelan poodle moth, a
maned wolf, a Mexican mole lizard, a mouse deer, a variety of leafhopper, a long-eared jerboa, a
coastal peacock spider, a pink fairy armadillo, and a satanic leaf-tailed gecko (Appendix E).
Like with the images that were the focus of the study, a great deal of thought went into choosing
what novel animals would be best used to distract participants from recognizing any alterations
made to the 9 images. The majority was selected from an assortment of potential images, but the
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Mexican mole lizard, the mouse deer, and the long-eared jerboa were intentionally included due
to their similarity to how some images were altered to create precedent.
Both the behavior and the name of an animal species have potential to effect how a
person's attitude towards the animal. Instead, all animal images used in the study were given a
coded identification. Altered images began with the letter "A", unaltered images began with the
letter "B", and novel/filler images began with the letter "N". A random series of 4 numbers
followed, and the numbers were followed by a letter indicating what feature was or would be
altered in the image: L (limbs), H (head), T (tail), or Z (novel).
Ex: A1234L
Measures
Attitudes toward Animals. A modified version of the FBQ was presented with each of the
20 images in order to obtain the participants' attitudes toward each individual image. The FBQ
was created by Field and Lawson to study animal specific phobias when encountering novel
animal species in children. The original FBQ was a 9 item 5 point Likert scale questionnaire
from 0-4 (with 0 meaning "No, not at all" and 5 meaning "Yes, definitely") that focused entirely
on measuring the participant's fear response to unknown animals. The modified FBQ use in the
study was a 5 point Likert scale from 1-5 (with 1 meaning "Strongly disagree" and 5 meaning
"Strongly agree") and designed to expanded to include attraction and protectiveness levels
towards the animal so that the higher the score, the more positive the person's attitude towards
that animal. The modified FBQ contained 20 items that were modified to measure the specific
animal attitudes of the participant based on how he or she evaluated each animal's attractiveness,
predicted behavior, desire to protect the animal, and how much of a threat the animal seemed.
Since the original FBQ was targeted for very young participants and named the species of the
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animal shown, some wording was changed to be more appropriate for adult participants and the
species of the animal was left out but the meaning of the questions remained the same. For
example, in the original FBQ item 1 asks, "Do you think a quokka and a quoll would get on well
together?" while item 1 of the modified FBQ was, "I think that this animal would get along with
other animals." The higher the score for the modified FBQ is, the more positive the evaluation
of the animal. Items 1, 2, 17, and 18 measure how sociable or compatible with the participant
the animal appeared, items 4, 5, 8, 10, 13, and 14 measure how much of a threat (either through
direct aggression or as a potential disease carrier) the participant felt that the animal presented,
items 15, 16, and 20 measure how much the participant desired to protect the animal, and items
3, 9, 12, and 19 measure how physically attractive the animal appeared. Responses for items 4,
6, 8, 12, 13, 14, and 15 were reversed for scoring consistency. The previously reported
Cronbach’s α was not mentioned in the original study. The modified FBQ was administered for
each image.
Speciesism. All participants were given the speciesism survey, the SS, to measure any
moderating effect of the participant's level of overall speciesism. Speciesism in this study is
defined as how the person categorizes animals in regards to how animals should be treated, e.g.
food, entertainment, worthiness of protection. The SS, like the modified FBQ, is a 5 point Likert
scale, with 1 meaning strongly disagree and 5 meaning strongly agree, that remained largely
unchanged except for the addition of two additional questions at the end (α = .685). The
Cronbach’s α was not mentioned for the original survey, however, by removing the last two
questions the Cronbach's α = .773.

35
Procedure
This questionnaire and the novel animal approach used by Field and Lawson (2008) was
chosen to avoid fear priming that is prevalent in many animal attitude studies and because it also
is the most versatile questionnaire found for studying reaction to multiple species of animals
rather than focusing on a single species. Certain aspects of Field and Lawson's research design
were also altered. In the original study, children were either give either a positive or negative
description of behavior of the animals used (the quoll, the quokka, and the cuscus) or they
presented the animal without description. For this study, no description was given about any
animals in the study, with the exception of the bilby and the chinchilla during the introduction.
Questions were also added to broaden the range of emotions it measures and some wording was
altered to be applicable to older participants than the original questionnaire. For this study, none
of the animals reviewed in the actual study itself were presented with any description of its
behavior or its name. This was done to avoid influencing the participant. Only the participants'
ratings of the either the 9 original images or the 9 altered images were used to measure the
average specific animal attitude. None of the 11 novel or unusual animal image ratings were
reviewed since their purpose was as filler to distract the viewer from realizing the possible
presence of Photoshop and/or the true nature of the study.
The human brain is highly geared towards recognizing human features but not animals.
Therefore, it is predicted that humanity's species identification and categorization must rely on
some level on visual cues to break down the animal, for example, the hairless tail of the rat or the
leathery wings of the bat, especially when distinguishing visually similar species, such as a
squirrel versus a rat. It was decided to focus on altering either the animal's head, limbs (legs or
wings), or tail. What was altered in the image greatly depended on what could be the most
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believably changed while still being as obvious as possible without totally changing the image.
This means that if both the altered and unaltered versions of the image were put side-by-side, a
person could easily surmount that they were of the same animal, but the images was different
and believable enough to fool a viewer into believing that it could be a unique animal if seen on
its own.
For generally positively received animals, a hamster (head), a fennec fox (head), and a
European red squirrel (tail) were used, while negative images consisted of an Eastern indigo
snake (limbs), a skunk roach (limbs), a white-winged vampire bat (limbs), a tube nosed fruit bat
(head), a grey rat (tail), and a lappet faced vulture (head). Four of the images studied had their
heads altered in some way, 3 had their limbs altered, and two had their tails altered. The animals
used were carefully selected, with consideration to how they are generally treated in the real
world, their assumed personalities, and how they are commonly depicted in literature, popular
media, and language. As previously mentioned, hamsters are popular "cute" pets despite many
having a tendency to bite. The fennec fox is commonly mentioned in online lists of the worlds
"cutest" animals but actually makes a poor pet due to a tendency to become overly stressed. The
European red squirrel is often depicted as a playful mischief-maker in children's literature despite
being extremely similar in appearance but less social than rats. The gray rat used was of a
domesticate, fancy rat, which are cleaner than wild rats, that are known by those familiar with
them as very sociable and intelligent. Like with the gray rat, the skunk roach is kept as a pet by a
small number of people and praised for its easy going nature. The Eastern indigo snake is one of
many species that are endangered but receive reduced support and protection from patrons due to
being a snake. The bats were selected because of the frightening myths surrounding them and
people's lack of familiarity with bats. The lappet-faced vulture serves as an important preventer
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of disease by consuming carrion but is often villainized in popular literature due to its association
with death.
Novel filler animals consisted of an okapi, a mantis shrimp, a Venezuelan poodle moth, a
maned wolf, a Mexican mole lizard, a mouse deer, a variety of leafhopper, a long-eared jerboa, a
coastal peacock spider, a pink fairy armadillo, and a satanic leaf-tailed gecko. Like with the
images that were the focus of the study, a great deal of thought went into choosing which novel
animals would be best used to distract participants from recognizing any alterations made to the
9 images. The majority of images chosen were randomly selected from an assortment of
potential candidates, but the Mexican mole lizard, the mouse deer, and the long-eared jerboa
were intentionally included due to their similarity to how some images were altered to create a
precedent.
Both the described behavior and the name of an animal species have potential to affect a
person's attitude towards the animal. Instead, all animal images used in the study were given a
coded identification and presented with no background information. Altered images began with
the letter "A", unaltered images began with the letter "B", and novel images began with the letter
"N". A random series of 4 numbers followed, and the numbers were followed by a letter
indicating what feature was or would be altered in the image: L (limbs), H (head), T (tail), or Z
(none/filler).
The study was conduct in the Cognitive Behavior Labs in Canseco Hall 205 at TAMIU.
Participants were invited to participate in the study by their professors in return for extra credit.
The professors, primarily in psychology, were contacted via email about the study. Neither the
professors, except members of the thesis committee, nor the students were informed of the
study's true objective when they were asked for participation. Data collection was conducted for
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two weeks, with sessions held at 9:00 AM, 1:00 PM, and 6:00 PM from Tuesday to Friday the
first week and Monday to Friday. These time slots were chosen due to the random nature of
many undergraduate students school/work schedules. An addition time slot at 3:00 PM was
added to the second week due to the amount of interest expressed by students and the need for
data. Participants were asked to reserve a time slot using a sign-in sheet due to the fact that only
three computers were programmed with the questionnaires. Walk-ins were only allowed in the
event of no shows. Each session included signing the consent form, waiting for any late arrivals,
reviewing instructions, filling out the questionnaires, debriefing, and answering participant
questions, took between 45 to 60 minutes to complete.
After signing in with their names and professors and being seated at a small, communal
table, participants were given two copies of the consent form to review and sign (Appendix F).
One was signed and returned to the researcher as proof of consent while the other was kept by
the students as evidence for extra credit in participating classes. Professors were also notified via
email after the study had been completed to give further evidence of the students' participation so
that they could receive their extra credit. Participants were assured that they would receive extra
credit regardless if they completed the study or not. Once the consent forms were turned in, the
researcher began the process of both instructing the participants on what the students would need
to do for the study and telling the cover story for the story.
The opening introduction of the study began by explaining how every domesticated
animal was domesticated, for whatever reason (fur, food, companionship) because someone
found that animal attractive in some way. To illustrate my point, the participants were presented
with a picture of a wild chinchilla and a domesticated chinchilla (Appendix G). It was discussed
how the chinchilla was originally found attractive for its soft, thick coat, therefore, causing the
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chinchilla to be bred with an increasingly soft and thick coat for the fur industry, and later bred
as a companion animal by exaggerating the animal's eyes, ears, feet, tail, and whiskers in order to
make it "cuter". Since it is difficult to predict how an animal will look after domestication, the
students were told they would need rate their opinion of the animal as it was presently. They
were also encouraged to answer the questions as quickly as possible and not to over think the
questions since the study was meant to measure their initial or "gut" reaction to the animals.
Participants were informed that they, after filling out a general animal attitude survey,
would be rating a series of 20 photographs of unusual or novel animals, many, if not all, they
may have never seen before. To illustrate the unusual nature of the animals used, students were
presented with an image of a bilby, an Australian marsupial (Appendix H). This image, along
with the other novel animal images, was chosen to help make people more willing to believe the
altered version of the 9 images studied. The bilby photo was chosen to show to participants
since it was the only image that was unanimously thought by persons consulted prior to the study
as Photoshopped despite the fact it was unaltered. As participants looked over the image of the
bilby, they were briefed on a small part of the history of the bilby, solidifying that it is a real
animal. The bilby and chinchillas were the only images where participants were given the name
and any amount of information of the animals. All other images were given an identification
number beginning with either the letter "A" (altered), the letter "B" (unaltered), or the letter "N"
(novel), a random series of 4 numbers, and ending with either the letter "T" (tail), the letter "L"
(limbs), the letter "H" (head), or the "Z" (nothing) to indicate what condition it belongs and how
it may/may not have been altered.
After asserting that there were no questions, participants were lead to the computers with
previously entered participant identification numbers for the study session in Media Lab running.
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Participants were not informed of their participant identification number in order to protect
privacy. The computers were set in walled cubicles, preventing the students from seeing the
other students' image. Participants first entered their demographic information and then began
filling out the SS which they had been informed was a general animal attitude scale. Once that
was completed, participants were instructed by both the researcher and the computer to raised
their hand to indicate they were ready to receive the first image. The modified FBQ was
administered for each image. Participants were only permitted to see the images one at a time
and were blocked by cubicle walls from seeing the other participants' images so that reaction to
the image would be as fresh as possible. The image was mounted using a 3" steel card holder
and set an estimated two feet from the viewer without any form of spotlight. This distance and
lack of focused lighting prevented the viewer from looking too closely at the image and possibly
noticing it had been altered. Students were instructed to raise their hand whenever they were
ready to continue on to the next image and not to click the link for the next questionnaire until
the original image was replaced by the new image. This allowed for the researcher to keep track
of the order of the images. The 9 altered/unaltered images were intermixed with the 11 novel
filler images.
When finished with entering their reaction to all of the images, they were directed to
return to the table until everyone was finished. Due to the deception aspect of the study, all
participants needed to be debriefed together so that no one would overhear the true intent of the
study while still filling out the questionnaires. At this time, the students were debrief on the real
nature of the study. This included defining speciesism, examples of speciesism, and the
importance of the study in the areas of ethics, animal rights, future research, and human
behavior. Participants were pressed not to discuss the real nature of the study until all the data
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was collected to avoid contaminating future data collection, after which, they were thanked for
participating and excused. Data was stored onto a flash drive to be analyzed.
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RESULTS
Internal consistency reliability was assessed for both questionnaires by calculating
Cronbach’s alpha for the SS, internal consistency reliability was acceptable, Cronbach’s α =
.685. The modified FBQ was assessed for internal consistency reliability using the scores for the
unaltered image of the hamster and altered image of the European red squirrel. When the image
was altered, the modified FBQ showed a Cronbach's α of .942. When the image was unaltered,
the modified FBQ showed a Cronbach's α of .942.
Descriptives
Means and standard deviations were calculated for speciesism and attitudes. The mean
for speciesism was calculated as M = 2.59, SD = .53. For attitudes, M = 2.93, SD = .45.
Regression Analysis
Due to the number of predictors being studied for a single DV, a hierarchical regression
was used to assess the unique influence of each predictor (i.e., alteration and speciesism) and
their interacting influence on animal attitudes. During the first step, condition and speciesism
were entered, while their interaction was entered during a second step. Condition was effects
coded, where the control condition (unaltered) was coded as 1 and the experimental condition
(altered) was coded as 2. This made condition a continuous variable appropriate for regression.
Since there was a large discrepancy in number of questions asked between the SS and the
modified FBQ, making it difficult to compare results, the speciesism scores were centered
around the mean in order to properly calculate regression. To center scores, the mean for
speciesism (M = 2.59) was subtracted from the speciesism score of each participant.
For the second step, an interaction term was calculated by multiplying the effects coded
condition variable by the centered speciesism variable. This interaction variable was entered into
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the regression equation. Altering images proved to be a significant predictor of attitudes, β = .271, p = .043. There was negative association between condition and attitude scores, where, as
the value assigned to condition increased, attitude scores decreased. This indicated that in the
altered condition, attitude scores were more negative than in the unaltered condition. Speciesism
alone, however, did not significantly predict attitudes, β = - .144, p = .276. The interaction
between condition and speciesism also did not significantly predict variance in attitude scores, β
= -.516, p = .197.

Table 1:
Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Attitude Shifts Due to Altering Images With and
Without the Moderating Effect of Speciesism
Coefficients of Variables

Model

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

(Constant)

3.282

.181

Condition 2*

-.246

.118

(Constant)

3.279

.181

Condition 2

-.244

.118

speccentered**

-.122

.111

(Constant)

3.279

.179

Condition 2

-.244

.117

Beta

t

Sig.

18.144

.000

-2.083

.042

18.162

.000

-.271

-2.070

.043

-.144

-1.101

.276

18.284

.000

-2.078

.043

1

2

-.273

3
-.270
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Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Attitude Shifts Due to Altering Images With and
Without the Moderating Effect of Speciesism (Cont.)
Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients

Coefficients

Model

B

Std. Error

Beta

t

Sig.

speccentered

.292

.335

.344

.870

.388

cond2Xspec

-.292

.223

-.516

-1.306

.197

Note. Significance at p < .05.
*Altered images only
**Speciesism centered around the mean (M = 2.59)
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DISCUSSION
Regression analysis was used to find if the variable (alterations to the images) can
account for the unique variance in the animal attitude scores. Altering the images caused the
participant's attitude towards the images to grow increasingly negative. Therefore, the
hypothesis that altering images could change a person's specific animal attitude was supported.
However, speciesism was not shown as a good predictor of attitudes since results were
non-significant. The interaction between altering images and speciesism scores also was not a
good predictor of attitude. The effect of altering the images was neither significantly
strengthened nor weaken by level of speciesism.
Problems and Future Research.
In the future, it would be beneficial to use photos taken specifically for this experiment,
instead of images taken from the internet, so that the researcher can have greater control over the
background and the animals' positions in order to make them easier to convincingly alter and
give a greater amount of uniformity to the images. This way a more even distribution of what
part of the body was altered could be applied.
Speciesism did not significantly influence attitudes toward specific animals, either by
itself or in interaction with the IV; however, since research in speciesism is still in its infancy,
improved methods of measuring speciesism could continue to investigate its influence. After
closer examination of the surveys used, it was found that both could use some alterations in order
to improve their strengths. There were several comments during the study that people found the
questions a bit confusing. After reworking the questionnaires more, a rerun of the study at a later
date would show stronger effects. It is also recommend measuring the time and/or setting a time
limit for answering each question. A number of participants spent a great deal of time examining
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the picture, which both reduces responses made upon first reactions and makes it more likely for
participants to notice if the image has been altered. It is possible that measuring any delay in
reaction to the altered images versus the unaltered may signal a mental conflict in categorizing
the animal since the longer the participant takes in evaluating the animal, the more difficult it to
mentally match it with other familiar animal groups and the harder it may be for the participant
to associate value based upon their pre-existing prejudices and categories. All of the animals
altered in the study were from well known species. Therefore, the longer delay, the more
potentially significant the effect of that particular alteration had on the person's ability to identify
the animal. This could give valuable clues concerning animal identification in humans.
The study may also benefit from a more diverse sample. The sample was almost uniform
in several demographic areas, such as ethnicity, major, and pet experience, that could affect the
cultural aspect of speciesism. Attitudes towards different animals are not universal. For
example, some cultures revere rats, bats, and snakes, all of which are reviled in Western culture.
Therefore, cultural differences should be examined when studying speciesism. A more diverse
sample may help in addressing some questions of cultural differences.
One of my greatest goals for conducting this experiment was to draw attention to
speciesism and its importance. The world is increasingly taking note that animal rights are a
human issue. People have started questioning the human centric thinking that has been a part of
human kind for millennia and finding it lacking. In 2013, India announced that whales and
dolphins are "non human persons" and, therefore, are born with unalienable rights to life and
freedom after a dolphinarium ban (Williamson, 2013), and, in the United States, people press for
greater protection of animals. Even big corporations are starting to take note. One of the largest,
most well known circuses in the world, the Ringling Brothers Circus, has finally announced that
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they will be retiring one of their most iconic attractions by 2018--the elephants (Pacelle, 2015).
This has come after years of pressure over their mistreatment of their animals. While it may be
only one exotic species now, it displays a definitive sign of a stronger awareness of animal rights
and a greater possibility of ending the abusive treatment of other animal species under the big
top. The same as how people eventually had to except that the earth is not the center of the
universe, people are starting to except that humans and their wants are not the center of the
global universe. While this experiment may have failed to find significant effects of speciesism
that does not mean that speciesism is not a vital issue. I hope that by drawing attention to
speciesism that I can inspire more interest and studies in the human/animal relationship.
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APPENDIX A
Modified Fear Belief Questionnaire
Please raise your hand and another will be provided. Please read each of the questions
CAREFULLY and click the number that BEST describes your attitude towards the image (with 1
meaning Strongly Disagree and 5 meaning Strongly Agree).

1. I think that this animal would get along with other animals.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

2. I think this animal could live where I live.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

3. I would be happy to have this animal as a pet or look after it for a few weeks.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. I think this animal would try to hurt me.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

5. I would go up to this animal if I saw one.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

6. I would go out of my way to avoid this animal.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree
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7. I would be happy to feed this animal.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

8. I would be scared if I saw this animal.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

9. I would be happy to find this animal in my yard/home.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

10. I would like to touch this animal if I had the opportunity.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

11. I would like to hunt this animal.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

12. I believe this animal is ugly.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

13. I think this animal would harm me.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree
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14. I think this animal likely to make me sick.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

15. If I found this animal near where I live I would want it destroyed.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

16. I want this animal protected.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

17. I think this animal would make a good pet.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

18. I believe this animal is friendly.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

19. I believe that this animal is attractive/beautiful as it is now.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

20. I would like to see this animal living in the wild.
1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
Nor
Disagree

Items 4, 6, 8, 12, 13, 14, and 15 are reverse scored.

(Field & Lawson, 2003)
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APPENDIX B
Speciesism Scale
Please respond to the following items by circling the number that best matched your attitude:
1. I see no problems using animals for entertainment (e.g., horse racing, dog racing, in circuses,
etc.).
1. Strongly
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree
4. Agree
5. Strongly
Disagree
Nor
Agree
Disagree
2. Research on animals for any reason is wrong.
1. Strongly
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree
Disagree
nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

3. It is easy to understand the viewpoint of animal rights activists.
1. Strongly
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree
4. Agree
Disagree
nor
Disagree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. We need stronger governmental controls over the use of animals in research.
1. Strongly
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree
4. Agree
Disagree
nor
Disagree

5. Strongly
Agree

5. I avoid eating meat and using other animal products.
1. Strongly
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree
Disagree
nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

6. Farm animals have an easy life.
1. Strongly
2. Disagree
Disagree

3. Neither Agree
nor
Disagree

7. Laws to protect animals are a waste of taxpayer money.
1. Strongly
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree
Disagree
nor
Disagree

8. It is okay to do research on some animals (like birds and fish), but not on other animals (like
cats and rabbits).
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1. Strongly
Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree
nor
Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly
Agree

9. I believe some types of animals should not exist (ex. snakes, cockroaches, or rats).
1. Strongly
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree
4. Agree
5. Strongly
Disagree
nor
Agree
Disagree
10. I believe some types of animals are better than others (ex. dogs vs. cats or cattle vs. wolves).
1. Strongly
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree
4. Agree
5. Strongly
Disagree
nor
Agree
Disagree
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APPENDIX C
Steel Card Holder

Image 1.1: Steel Card Holder
(Card Holder, n.d.)
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APPENDIX D
Original and Altered Images

Image 2.1: Eastern Indigo Snake

Image 2.2: Altered Eastern Indigo Snake

(Pattavina, n.d.)

Image 2.4: Altered Tube Nosed Fruit Bat
Image 2.3: Tube Nosed Fruit Bat
(Tube nosed fruit bat, n.d.)
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Image 2.5: Skunk Roach

Image 2.6: Altered Skunk Roach

(Skunk roach Eurycotis floridana, n.d.)

Image 2.7: Gray Rat

Image 2.8: Altered Gray Rat

(Gray rat, n.d.)

Image 2.9: Fennec Fox
(Clough, n.d.)

Image 2.10: Altered Fennec Fox
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Image 2.11: Lappet-Faced Vulture

Image 2.12: Altered Lappet Faced

(Perry, n.d.)

Vulture

Image 2.13: White-Winged Vampire Bat

Image 2.14: Altered White-Winged

(White-winged vampire bat, 2012)

Vampire Bat
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Image 2.15: Hamster

Image 2.16: Altered Hamster

(Meester, 2001)

Image 2.17: European Red Squirrel

Image 2.18: Altered European Red

(Jobst, 2010)

Squirrel
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APPENDIX E
Novel Filler Images

Image 3.1: Okapi

Image 3.2: Planthopper

(Okapi, n.d.)

(Larsen, n.d.)

Image 3.3: Mouse Deer

Figure 3.4: Venezuelan Poodle Moth

(Mouse deer, 2010)

(Mothra in real life, n.d.)
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Image 3.5: Mantis Shrimp
(Mantis shrimp, n.d.)

Figure 3.6: Coastal Peacock Spider
(Otto, n.d.)

Figure 3.7: Satanic Leaf-Tailed Gecko

Figure 3.8: Maned Wolf

(Satanic leaf-tailed gecko, n.d.)

(Maned wolf, n.d.)
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Image 3.9: Pink Fairy Armadillo
(Pink fairy armadillo, n.d.)

Image 3.11: Mexican Mole Lizard
(Mexican mole lizard, n.d.)

Image 3.10: Long-Eared Jerboa
(Oyunkhishig, n.d.)
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APPENDIX F
Informed Consent Agreement
Please read this consent agreement carefully before you decide to participate in the study.
Purpose of the research study: The purpose of the study is how aesthetics/attractiveness affect
domestication potential of a species as a pet.
What you will do in the study: After reading and signing the consent form, you will fill out two
different questionnaires. The first will be a general animal attitude measure. The second will be
a questionnaire rating the attractiveness of each animal shown. There will be a total of 20
photographs of novel and unusual species of wild animals shown. The name of the species will
not be given but each photograph will have an identification number. A questionnaire will need
to be filled out for each individual picture. Please include the identification number of the
photograph on the questionnaire. You may refuse to answer any question or stop the experiment
at any time if you become uncomfortable. After you finish filling out the questionnaires, please
wait to be debriefed.
Time required: The study will require about 1 hours of your time.
Risks: There are no anticipated risks in this study.
Benefits: By participating in this experiment you will receive extra credit in your class. The
study may help us understand what motivates the selection of animals for domestication as pets.
Confidentiality: The information that you give in the study will be handled anonymously. Your
data will be anonymous which means that your name will not be collected or linked to the data.
Information will be compiled using the identification numbers provided.
Voluntary participation: Your participation in the study is completely voluntary. Should you
refuse to participate, your grade will not be affected.
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Right to withdraw from the study: You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time
without penalty.
How to withdraw from the study: Should you choose to withdraw from the study, please
inform the researcher and leave the room. There is no penalty for withdrawing. You will still
receive full credit for the study. If you would like to withdraw your materials after the
experiment, please contact the TAMIU Psychology Department. If you do withdraw from the
experiment, all of your responses will be destroyed.
Compensation: You will receive extra credit for participating in the study.
If you have questions about the study, contact:
Allison Waters
Psychology Department
Texas A&M International University
5201 University Blvd, 301 Canseco Hall, Laredo, TX 78041
Telephone: (956) 326-2465
Email: allisonwaters@dusty.tamiu.edu

Faculty Advisor: Dr. Monica Muñoz
Psychology Department
Texas A&M International University
5201 University Blvd, 301 Canseco Hall, Laredo, TX 78041
Telephone: (956) 326-2620
Email: mmunoz@tamiu.edu
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If you have questions about your rights in the study, contact:
Jennifer Coronado, Ph.D.
Chair, Institutional Review Board for Health and Human Services
Texas A&M International University
5201 University Blvd, KL 416B, Laredo, TX 78041
Telephone: (956) 326-2673
Email: irb@tamiu.edu
Website: http://www.tamiu.edu/irb/index.shtml
Agreement:
I agree to participate in the research study described above.
Signature: ________________________________________ Date: _____________
You will receive a copy of this form for your records.
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APPENDIX G
Chinchilla

Image 4.1: Wild Chinchilla

Image 4.2: Domesticated Chinchilla

(Chinchilla, n.d.)

(Chinchilla, n.d.)
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APPENDIX H
Bilby

Image 5: Bilby
(Bilby, n.d.)
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